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REMARKS / DISCUSSION OF ISSUES 

Claims 19-34 and 36-44 are pending in the application. Claim 35 is canceled 
and claims 37-44 are newly added herein. 

The applicants thank the Examiner for acknowledging the claim for priority and 
receipt of certified copies of all the priority document(s), and for determining that the 
drawings are acceptable. 

The Office action rejects claims 20-25 and 27-32 under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph for referencing canceled claim numbers. The applicants thank the 
Examiner for determining the intended claim dependencies and advancing 
prosecuting accordingly. 

The claims have been amended to correct these mis-references to canceled 
claims; no new matter is added, and the intended scope of the claims is unchanged. 
The applicants respectfully request the Examiner's reconsideration of the rejection of 
claims 20-25 and 27-32 under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, second paragraph, in view of this 
amendment. 

The Office action rejects claims 19, 21-24, 26, 28-32, and 33-36 under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) over Banker et al. (USP 5,579,057, hereinafter Banker). The applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Banker fails to teach a map table for mapping n-bit pixels to a color-look-up- 
table having more than 2 A n entries, as specifically claimed in each of the applicants' 
independent claims 19, 26, 33, 34, and 36. 

Banker teaches a conventional four-bit color-look-up-table (CLUT) that 
identifies 16 different combinations of color (R-Y and B-Y) and luminance (Y) values 
(Banker's FIG. 10). To use Banker's CLUT, a four-bit color pointer must be used. 
Banker does not teach a map table that allows for fewer than four bits to access the 
four-bit CLUT. 
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The Office action acknowledges that Banker's color palette of FIG. 10 
corresponds to a color-look-up-table capable of 2 A n entries, but fails to address a 
map-table that would allow pixel values of fewer than n bits to gain access to this 
color-look-up-table by mapping the pixel values to the required n-bit input to the 
table. That is, for example, Banker does not teach how to access the four-bit CLUT of 
FIG. 10 if the encoded pixel's color pointer only has two or three bits. Baker requires 
a fixed color encoding of four bits. By allowing an encoding of pixels using fewer than 
the number of bits corresponding to the color-look-up-table, as taught by the 
applicants, substantial size and bandwidth savings can be achieved. 

Because Banker fails to teach a map table for mapping n-bit pixels to a color- 
look-up-table having more than 2 A n entries, the applicants respectfully maintain that 
the rejection of claims 19, 21-24, 26, 28-32, and 33-36 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) over 
Banker be withdrawn. 

The Office action rejects: 

claims 20 and 27 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Banker and Hancock 
(USP 5,604,514); and 

claims 25 and 32 under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) over Banker and Birch et al. 
(USP 5,493,339, hereinafter Birch). The applicants respectfully traverse these 
rejection. 

The rejected claims are dependent upon claims 19 and 26. In this rejection, 
the Office action relies on Banker for teaching the elements of claims 19 and 26. As 
noted above, Banker fails to teach the elements of claims 19 and 26. Accordingly, the 
applicants respectfully maintain that the rejections of claims 20, 25, 27, and 32 under 
35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) that rely on Banker for teaching the elements of claims 1 9 and 26 
should be withdrawn. 
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Further, with regard to claims 20 and 27, the Office action notes that it would 
be obvious to establish a required minimum number of bits for rendering color 
images. While this may be true, conventional systems, such as Banker and Hancock, 
establish a fixed number of bits as the minimum required for the particular encoding 
scheme. Banker establishes a four-bit encoding, and Hancock maintains that a 
minimum of eight bits are required. Neither Banker nor Hancock teaches providing a 
compatibility code that indicates the minimum number of bits, because in each 
system there is only one permitted color-encoding size. That is, in Banker, any other 
number than four bits would not be compatible with Banker's color lookup table, and 
in Hancock, any number other than eight bits would not be compatible with 
Hancock's color look up table. There is no need to communicate the number four in 
Banker's system, nor the number eight in Hancock's system. 

Contrary to the cited prior art, the applicants teach a method and system that 
allows the size of the encoded color value to differ from the input-size of the particular 
color lookup table supported at the receiver. The applicants recognize that different 
images, or different regions of an image, may have different requirements for color 
precision, and therefore the required minimum number of bits for rendering the pixels 
may vary. The applicants teach allowing the provider of the images to specify a 
minimum number of bits for rendering the particular image, or the particular regions 
of the image. For example, if a particular region of an image contains cartoon 
images, only a few colors may be required, whereas if the region contains a company 
logo, the minimum number of bits to achieve the proper color precision may be 
substantially higher. 

Because the combination of Banker and Hancock fails to teach or suggest 
encoding a compatibility code indicating a required minimum number of entries of the 
color-look-up-table, the applicants respectfully maintain that the rejection of claims 20 
and 27 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Banker and Hancock should be withdrawn. 
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In view of the foregoing, the applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
withdraw the objection(s) and/or rejection(s) of record, allow all the pending claims, 
and find the application in condition for allowance. If any points remain in issue that 
may best be resolved through a personal or telephonic interview, the Examiner is 
respectfully requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed 



below. 



Respectfully submitted, 



/Robert M. McDermott/ 
Robert M. McDermott, Esq. 
Reg. 41 ,508 
804-493-0707 



Please direct all correspondence to: 

Corporate Counsel 

U.S. PHILIPS CORPORATION 

P.O. Box 3001 

Briarcl iff Manor, NY 10510-8001 
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